Latitude Dictates Plant Diversity Effects on Instream Decomposition by Boyero González, María Luz et al.
Boyero et al., Sci. Adv. 2021; 7 : eabe7860     26 March 2021
S C I E N C E  A D V A N C E S  |  R E S E A R C H  A R T I C L E
1 of 7
E N V I R O N M E N T A L  S T U D I E S
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Running waters contribute substantially to global carbon fluxes through decomposition of terrestrial plant litter 
by aquatic microorganisms and detritivores. Diversity of this litter may influence instream decomposition globally 
in ways that are not yet understood. We investigated latitudinal differences in decomposition of litter mixtures of 
low and high functional diversity in 40 streams on 6 continents and spanning 113° of latitude. Despite important 
variability in our dataset, we found latitudinal differences in the effect of litter functional diversity on decomposition, 
which we explained as evolutionary adaptations of litter-consuming detritivores to resource availability. Specifi-
cally, a balanced diet effect appears to operate at lower latitudes versus a resource concentration effect at higher 
latitudes. The latitudinal pattern indicates that loss of plant functional diversity will have different consequences 
on carbon fluxes across the globe, with greater repercussions likely at low latitudes.
INTRODUCTION
The relationship between plant diversity and key ecosystem func-
tions such as litter decomposition has been a focal point of ecologi-
cal research since the late 1990s, prompted by rapidly ongoing 
biodiversity losses worldwide (1). Riparian forests are greatly altered 
by human practices such as deforestation and monoculture planta-
tions, as well as various aspects of global environmental change 
(e.g., microbial infections, plant invasions, and climate warming), 
which lead to the loss of species and functional traits (2). Assessing 
how riparian plant taxonomic and functional diversity (i.e., the 
number of species and functional traits, respectively), and hence the 
diversity of litter entering streams, influences decomposition rates 
and carbon (C) pathways in stream ecosystems is crucial, because 
streams contribute to global C fluxes the equivalent of one-fifth of 
human emissions (3).
Experimental evidence suggests that litter diversity can acceler-
ate decomposition (4). However, effects have been inconsistent and 
often weak when present, especially compared to effects of plant 
diversity on primary production (1) or effects of detritivore diversity 
on litter decomposition (5). One explanation for this inconsistency 
could be differences in environmental or biogeographical context 
that counteract each other. Results of two studies support this con-
tention: One conducted across five climatic zones found a negative 
effect of functional diversity (quantified as the number of functional 
types in litter mixtures) on decomposition in subarctic and tropical 
streams but a positive effect in Mediterranean, temperate, and bore-
al streams (4); the other suggested distinct latitudinal variation in 
the effect of functional diversity (quantified as phylogenetic dis-
tance in litter mixtures) on decomposition across 24 streams dis-
tributed globally (6).
Here, we report the results of a globally coordinated experiment 
to test whether the effect of plant litter functional diversity on 
instream decomposition varies across a wide latitudinal range 
(40 streams in 6 continents from 70°N to 43°S). We predicted that 
latitudinal variation would influence this effect, mainly as a result of 
the interplay between plant diversity and detritivore evolutionary 
adaptations, both of them differing systematically in different 
regions. Specifically, we envisioned two scenarios for low- and 
high-latitude streams, approximately corresponding to tropical/
subtropical and temperate/cold regions, respectively, as described 
below.
The first scenario relates to low latitudes, where riparian forests 
tend to be highly diverse (7–9). This high diversity, in conjunction 
with the variable phenology of species (10) and lack of pronounced 
seasonality (11) (fig. S1), results in the continuous accumula-
tion in streams of a variety of litter types with diverse functional 
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traits (12, 13), with instream diversity of litter much greater than 
at high latitudes (see below). Although average litter quality is often 
lower than at high latitudes (14), the high diversity ensures the 
availability of multiple resources (i.e., litter with different concen-
trations of nutrients and micronutrients and different degrees of 
toughness and palatability). In addition, detritivore diversity in 
low-latitude streams tends to be lower than at high latitudes (15), 
and detritivores use a broad suite of litter types (12) because of 
their often more generalist strategies (16). The characteristics of as-
semblages at low latitudes suggest that high litter trait diversity 
might promote decomposition through a “balanced diet” effect in 
detritivores (Fig. 1). The balanced diet hypothesis states that dif-
ferent resources are complementary in their nutritional composi-
tion, so a generalized diet provides a more complete range of 
nutrients, which translates into higher consumer fitness and activi-
ty (17, 18).
The second scenario prevails at high latitudes, where litter is 
generally of higher quality but is less diverse (14) and available only 
during short periods of the year because the pronounced seasonality 
restricts leaf fall to a short pulse (fig. S1) (11). Detritivore assem-
blages are richer than at low latitudes (15), but species have to 
obtain resources from the few litter types that are available. We 
expected that, at these latitudes, decomposition would be greater in 
lower diversity mixtures, which would reduce search and handling 
time and thus optimize detritivore energy expenditure (19) through 
a “resource concentration” effect (Fig. 1) (20). The resource con-
centration hypothesis states that consumers are efficient at finding 
resources that are less diverse because of the higher resource 
density (21).
To investigate these scenarios, we designed an experiment that 
assessed instream decomposition of litter mixtures differing in spe-
cies composition and functional diversity. We opted for this approach 
(instead of manipulating species richness, which is the most com-
mon procedure) because it allowed a design that involved multiple 
species and functional traits, while limiting the number of experi-
mental treatments. We manipulated functional diversity by selecting 
combinations of species that were similar or different phylogeneti-
cally (see Materials and Methods). This approach is particularly 
useful because phylogenetically closer species often have more 
Fig. 1. Predictions about latitudinal variation of the litter diversity effect on 
decomposition (LDED) resulting from differences in plant and detritivore 
diversity at low and high latitudes. At low latitudes, the high diversity (and con-
tinuous availability, not shown in the figure) of litter provides a wide variety of 
resources and favors a balanced diet for detritivores. At high latitudes, the low di-
versity (and seasonal or periodic availability, now shown) of litter favors detritivore 
specialization in the use of concentrated resources. Gray arrows represent the 
movement of detritivores (represented by brown drawings) between different 
types of litter (green drawings).
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similar trait values than more distantly related species (22) and 
because phylogeny contains more information than an index based 
on a few selected traits (23) and has been shown to be an important 
predictor of ecosystem functioning (24), including litter decompo-
sition (25). We created three low-diversity and three high-diversity 
litter mixtures using different combinations of nine species (Fig. 2) 
and quantified species-specific decomposition rates in 40 head-
water streams of similar basic characteristics but situated across a 
very wide range of latitudes (Fig. 3A and tables S1 and S2). Each of 
the nine species was present in one low-diversity and one high- 
diversity mixture, each replicated five times. The difference in de-
composition [i.e., litter mass loss (LML)] between the two was used 
as the response variable, termed “litter diversity effect on decompo-
sition” (LDED), the variation of which was explored across latitudes. 
We separated the effect of microbial decomposers and detritivores 
through the use of coarse- and fine-mesh litterbags (26), which 
allowed us to test our hypotheses about detritivore-mediated latitu-
dinal patterns (see Materials and Methods).
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Resource concentration effect at high latitudes versus 
balanced diet effect at low latitudes
Our results showed the hypothesized pattern of latitudinal variation 
in the LDED (mean of the nine species), which decreased toward 
higher latitudes for coarse-mesh litterbags quantifying total decom-
position and for the difference between coarse- and fine-mesh 
litterbags representing detritivore-mediated decomposition (Fig. 3B 
and table S3). The result was not driven by any particular species 
Fig. 2. Graphical summary of our experimental design. We combined litter of 
nine plant species belonging to three families (represented by different shades of 
green) in three low-diversity mixtures (each containing three species of the same 
family) and three high-diversity mixtures (containing three species of different 
families. Each treatment was incubated in each stream in coarse- and fine-mesh 
litterbags, replicates of which were placed in five consecutive pool habitats in 
pairs. After 23 to 46 days of incubation, we quantified decomposition [as litter mass 
loss (LML)] for each species in each mixture. We then calculated the LDED (our re-
sponse variable) as the difference between LML in the high-diversity and the 
low-diversity mixture from the same pool.
Fig. 3. Global distribution and photos of study sites and variation of the LDED across latitudes and biomes in coarse- and fine-mesh litterbags. Study sites were 
43 streams (3 of which were excluded from analyses due to loss of replicates; represented by broken circles) that spanned 113° of latitude and were located in 26 countries 
in all inhabited continents (A). Colors correspond to terrestrial biomes included in the study, with absent biomes represented by gray color. The LDED decreased with 
latitude for coarse-mesh litterbags (B) and showed no latitudinal pattern for fine-mesh litterbags (C) and no differences among biomes for both types of litterbag (D and 
E); see table S3 for whole model results. Photographs show one stream site from each biome (from left to right: tropical savanna, TrS; tropical wet forest, TrWF; xeric shrubland, 
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(table S4). Nevertheless, Alnus glutinosa showed a stronger trend 
than other species that contributed to the overall latitudinal pattern 
(Fig. 4 and tables S3 and S4). As expected, the LDED was negative at 
high latitudes, suggesting a resource concentration effect. This ef-
fect was greatest when low-diversity mixtures had higher mean 
nutrient concentrations, as was the case of Alnus species, which 
were characterized by high concentrations of nitrogen (N), a key 
nutrient for detritivores (table S5) (27). Other low-diversity mix-
tures were less nutrient-rich, but the concentration of resources 
other than N (e.g., micronutrients) might have favored detritivore 
feeding compared to high-diversity mixtures; for example, mixture 
II had more calcium (table S5), which may enhance decomposition 
(28). This pattern may reflect the ability of high-latitude detritivores 
to feed on single species, even less nutritious ones, when this is the 
only litter available, providing a long-term resource once the more 
nutritious litter is gone (29, 30).
At low latitudes, we did not find the expected positive mean 
LDED, possibly because our experimental high-diversity mixtures 
were considerably less diverse than the natural litter available in 
these streams (fig. S1). Accordingly, detritivores might not have 
favored high-diversity over low-diversity mixtures because they 
could feed on a wider variety of litter types available in the stream. 
Nevertheless, the lack of an LDED, in contrast to the negative LDED 
found at high latitudes, suggests that a balanced diet effect may be 
operating at low latitudes. In contrast to species-specific patterns, 
we found no influence of litter functional diversity on the decompo-
sition of the litter mixtures as a whole (table S6), which may be 
because the stage of decomposition achieved in this experiment 
(32% for mixtures, on average, compared to 59% for the fastest 
decomposing species; fig. S2) was insufficient to detect such effects 
or because diversity effects on decomposition were obscured when 
multiple species were examined at the same time, as has been shown 
elsewhere (31). Species-specific patterns thus allowed us to remove 
the effect of intrinsic differences in decomposition rates, separating 
the influence of other factors (i.e., functional diversity of mixtures 
and latitude).
Lack of LDED for microbial decomposers
Unlike the decreasing latitudinal trend in LDED shown for species- 
specific patterns in total decomposition and that due solely to detri-
tivores, there was no variation with latitude in fine-mesh litterbags 
quantifying microbial decomposition, as we expected (Fig. 3C and 
table S3). There was only one exception to this general pattern when 
species-specific patterns were examined, with the LDED increasing 
with latitude for Alnus incana in fine-mesh litterbags (Fig.  4 and 
table S3). However, in contrast to coarse-mesh litterbags, we did not 
find this pattern in other species that collectively caused a signifi-
cant latitudinal variation in mean LDED. It is possible that the very 
low toughness of A. incana (table S5) caused higher physical frag-
mentation of this species when enclosed with tougher species (i.e., 
in high-diversity mixtures), although this does not explain the lati-
tudinal gradient. As for coarse-mesh litterbags, total decomposition 
of mixtures in fine-mesh litterbags was not affected by litter func-
tional diversity (table S6).
Which factors determine the LDED?
We explored whether the LDED systematically varied among streams 
across a variety of biomes (32) but found no differences (Fig. 3, D and E). 
This contrasts with global patterns of microbial decomposition of 
cotton strips (33) and suggests that the likely mechanisms underly-
ing the LDED (explained above) vary at a broader scale (i.e., higher 
versus lower latitudes), as a result of climatic differences, and more 
specifically by the temperature gradient (fig. S1) (34), given that 
water is constantly available in permanent streams (6). It is also 
noteworthy that, despite the significant latitudinal pattern in the 
LDED, there was substantial variation among regions within lati-
tudes (Figs. 3 and 4), which suggested that local factors also played 
a role in the LDED. However, we found that instream environmental 
factors were unimportant compared with the key role of tempera-
ture seasonality (table S7), supporting our earlier conclusions re-
garding the latitudinal differences in litter availability. Differences 
in LDED among plant species were most likely driven by litter 
traits, with N and phosphorus (P) being important in coarse-mesh 
litterbags and specific leaf area (SLA; which is inversely related to 
toughness) and P in fine-mesh litterbags (table S8). Litter nutrients 
and toughness are known to play a key role in diversity-decomposition 
relationships (35, 36), so these differences were to be expected.
How plant diversity loss might affect stream  
C fluxes globally
Our study revealed differences in the relationship between riparian 
plant functional diversity and instream decomposition of species 
within mixtures across a wide range of latitudes. Diversity had 
similar effects on microbial decomposition across latitudes, so dif-
ferences may be expected to occur through effects on detritivores. 
The greatest losses of plant diversity currently occur at low latitudes, 
where rates of deforestation and conversion of forest to monoculture 
plantations and agricultural land are high (37). Our results suggest 
that monocultures do not provide the balanced diet that tropical 
detritivores require and thus are likely to negatively affect them, 
Fig. 4. Results of linear mixed-effects models testing the effect of the inter-
action between absolute latitude and mesh type on LDED for each species. 
Mesh types were coarse (dark brown lines) and fine (light brown lines), which 
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reduce their already low diversity (15, 38), and, consequently, 
enhance the relative contribution of microbial decomposition 
to C fluxes. At higher latitudes, detritivores may be less affected by 
plant diversity loss because they efficiently use concentrated re-
sources in low-diversity litter mixtures. However, the traits of lost 
and remaining species are important, and many plantation species 
[usually fast-growing trees (39) and some genetically modified (40)] 
produce low-quality litter that can deter detritivore feeding in the 
absence of other nutrient sources (41). Our results provide a basis 
for predicting the consequences of plant diversity loss for instream 
decomposition based on the biological assemblages and environ-
mental settings present in different parts of the world.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Study streams
We commenced our study with 43 headwater stream sites located in 
43 regions from 26 countries (Fig. 3), but three streams were heavily 
disturbed by freezing or floods and so were excluded from analysis; 
the excluded streams were in Norway, Maryland (United States), 
and Rio Grande do Sul (Brazil). Streams were similar in size (orders 
1 to 3) and physical habitat (alternating riffles and pools), mostly 
with dense canopy cover and rocky substrate, and each was repre-
sentative of its region in terms of riparian vegetation. Mean water 
temperature during the experiment (measured with data loggers 
every 1 hour in most cases, otherwise measured several times during 
the experiment) varied between 1.8° and 28.3°C; pH varied between 
3.9 and 8.3 (being circumneutral in 80% of streams); dissolved 
oxygen was close to 100% saturation; 70% of streams had low con-
centrations of nutrients [nitrate (N-NO3) (<700 g liter−1), ammo-
nium (N-NH4) (<65 g liter−1), and phosphate (P-PO4) (< 35 g 
liter−1)]; and riparian plant diversity varied from streams with fewer than 
10 species to others with more than 40 species (table S2 and fig. S1).
Litter mixtures
We used three low-diversity and three high-diversity litter mixtures 
(I to III and IV to VI), which corresponded to species of the same 
plant family (or genus) or to different families, respectively (Fig. 2). 
Families were chosen to represent different trait syndromes and 
worldwide distributions: (i) Betulaceae (Alnus), with higher-quality 
litter and wide distribution; (ii) Moraceae (Ficus), with intermediate- 
quality litter and tropical distribution; and (iii) Fagaceae, with lower- 
quality litter and northern temperate distribution (Fig. 2) (29). The 
species selected were Alnus acuminata Kunth., A. glutinosa (L.) 
Gaertn., A. incana (L.) Moench, Ficus insipida Willd, Ficus natalensis 
Hochst., Ficus dulciaria Dugand, Fagus sylvatica L., Quercus prinus 
Willd., and Castanea sativa Mill. Given that using all possible high- 
diversity combinations was unfeasible, we randomly chose one 
species from each family to be included in each of the three high- 
diversity mixtures, without replacement (i.e., each species was pre-
sent in only one high-diversity and one low-diversity mixture). We 
calculated the phylogenetic distance of each of the six mixtures (and of 
all other possible high-diversity combinations) using the “leafbud.py” 
tool in Python 2.7 based on a phylogenetic tree of angiosperms that 
was constructed for a previous study (14). Phylogenetic distance 
was 237 ± 24 (mean ± SD) in low-diversity mixtures and 357 ± 5 in 
high-diversity mixtures (table S9).
We collected litter with no visible signs of herbivory or decom-
position, from the riparian forest floor or using vertical traps. Different 
species were collected in different regions (fig. S3), as there was a 
trade-off between origin and the comprehensiveness of the pool of 
species and traits. We sacrificed the former despite a possible home-
field advantage (HFA) effect (42), because there is little evidence 
that HFA occurs for instream decomposition (43, 44), and HFA 
generally explains much lower variability in decomposition than 
litter traits and climate (42). In addition, we discarded the use of 
artificial substrates that would have removed any HFA effect (e.g., 
cotton strips) because they would not allow the different diversity 
treatments required to test our hypotheses and because they do not 
account for detritivore feeding activity (33). Litter was air-dried in 
laboratories and distributed among partners.
Fieldwork
In each region, we selected a permanent stream reach with length 
approximately 10 times the wetted stream width, within which we 
chose five consecutive pools in which to conduct the experiment. 
The experiment was run during stable flow conditions, at the time 
of the year (2017–2019) with greatest litter inputs to the stream 
(e.g., autumn in northern temperate regions and dry season in 
many tropical regions). We enclosed litter of each mixture (I to VI) 
within coarse-mesh (5 mm) and fine-mesh (0.4 mm) litterbags (ap-
proximately 1 g per species, 3 g in total, weighed precisely), with five 
replicates per treatment (i.e., combination of mixture and mesh 
type), resulting in 60 litterbags per region and 2580 in total. Despite 
some potential drawbacks of the litterbag method, it is by far the 
most widely used method to quantify decomposition in streams, as 
it resembles the decomposition of litter in depositional zones and 
allows size-selective exclusion of detritivores (26).
We placed one replicate litterbag per treatment in each pool, 
with coarse- and fine-mesh litterbags paired, and anchored them to 
the substrate using steel rods and stones. We retrieved the litterbags 
after 23 to 46 days, depending on the water temperature in each 
stream (fig. S1), thereby halting the decomposition process at a 
comparable stage (which was 59 and 27% for coarse- and fine-mesh 
litterbags, respectively, for the fastest decomposing species, A. incana, 
and 32 and 17% for mixtures; fig. S2). Upon retrieval, litterbags 
were enclosed individually in ziplock bags, transported to the labo-
ratory on ice, and subsequently rinsed using filtered stream water to 
remove attached sediment and invertebrates. Litter was sorted into 
species and oven-dried (70°C, 72 hours), and a subsample was 
weighed, incinerated (500°C, 4 hours), and reweighed to estimate fi-
nal ash-free dry mass (AFDM). LML due to leaching and drying was 
estimated for each species in the laboratory, and multiple litter traits 
were examined for each species as detailed by López-Rojo et al. (36).
Data analysis
We quantified litter decomposition rate as the proportion of LML 
per degree day for each species within a mixture and in total for 
each mixture (assuming linear decay), separately for coarse- and 
fine-mesh litterbags. This measure, which accounted for differences 
in temperature across regions, was calculated as follows: LML = [initial 
AFDM (g) − final AFDM (g)]/initial AFDM (g), with initial AFDM 
corrected by leaching, drying, and ash content (i.e., multiplied by 
the proportion of litter mass remaining after leaching and AFDM 
calculation, which ranged between 0.59 and 0.85). To assess species- 
specific patterns, we estimated the litter functional diversity effect 
on decomposition (LDED; for each species and mesh type) as the 
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low-diversity mixture located in the same pool habitat (i.e., there 
were five replicate values of LDED per species and mesh type; Fig. 2).
We could not calculate an LDED to assess whole mixture patterns 
(i.e., total LML of all species in the mixture); therefore, we used dif-
ferent modeling approaches for species-specific and total decomposition 
in mixtures. We examined the latitudinal variation of species- specific 
LDEDs through linear mixed-effects (LME) models (45) [lme 
function and restricted maximum likelihood method, nlme R 
package (46)] in which latitude and mesh were fixed effects (fitted 
as an interaction), and replicates were a random effect nested within 
region. We ran one model for each species and an overall model 
where species was included as a random factor to assess patterns in 
the mean LDED. Data exploration with Cleveland dot plots and 
boxplots revealed no outliers (47), and their absence was confirmed 
with Cook’s distances after fitting the models. Models included the 
variance function structure varIdent, which allowed different 
variances for each mesh (for individual species models) or mesh 
and species (for the overall model); the need for this term was iden-
tified in initial data exploration and confirmed by comparison of 
the Akaike information criterion (AIC) of models with and without 
this component (45). The influence of each species to the overall 
model was examined with Cook’s distances, which indicated that 
results were not driven by particular species (table S4). For whole 
mixtures, we used an LME model where total LML in mixtures was 
the response variable, litter functional diversity and latitude were 
fixed effects (fitted as an interaction), treatment (I to VI) was a ran-
dom effect, and replicates were nested within treatment.
We explored how the LDED varied across biomes (32) through 
LME models, for coarse- and fine-mesh litterbags separately, with 
biome as a fixed factor and region as a random factor, and using an 
aggregated dataset (i.e., average values of five replicates per treat-
ment). We used linear models (lm function) and a forward model 
selection procedure based on AIC (step function) on the aggregated 
dataset to assess the importance of four climatic variables (extracted 
from www.worldclim.org) (48) and four stream environmental 
variables measured in situ (table S2), which showed variance infla-
tion factors ranging from 1.27 to 2.40. Last, we examined the influ-
ence of multiple litter traits (table S5) on the LDED using again 
linear models and a forward model selection procedure based on AIC.
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS
Supplementary material for this article is available at http://advances.sciencemag.org/cgi/
content/full/7/13/eabe7860/DC1
REFERENCES AND NOTES
 1. B. J. Cardinale, K. L. Matulich, D. U. Hooper, J. E. Byrnes, E. Duffy, L. Gamfeldt, P. Balvanera, 
M. I. O'Connor, A. Gonzalez, The functional role of producer diversity in ecosystems.  
Am. J. Bot. 98, 572–592 (2011).
 2. J. S. Kominoski, J. J. F. Shah, C. Canhoto, D. G. Fischer, D. P. Giling, E. González, 
N. A. Griffiths, A. Larrañaga, C. J. LeRoy, M. M. Mineau, Y. R. McElarney, S. M. Shirley, 
C. M. Swan, S. D. Tiegs, Forecasting functional implications of global changes in riparian 
plant communities. Front. Ecol. Environ. 11, 423–432 (2013).
 3. G. H. Allen, T. M. Pavelsky, Global extent of rivers and streams. Science 361, 585–588 
(2018).
 4. I. T. Handa, R. Aerts, F. Berendse, M. P. Berg, A. Bruder, O. Butenschoen, E. Chauvet, 
M. O. Gessner, J. Jabiol, M. Makkonen, B. G. McKie, B. Malmqvist, E. T. H. M. Peeters, 
S. Scheu, B. Schmid, J. van Ruijven, V. C. A. Vos, S. Hättenschwiler, Consequences 
of biodiversity loss for litter decomposition across biomes. Nature 509, 218–221 (2014).
 5. D. S. Srivastava, B. J. Cardinale, A. L. Downing, J. E. Duffy, C. Jouseau, M. Sankaran, 
J. P. Wright, Diversity has stronger top-down than bottom-up effects on decomposition. 
Ecology 90, 1073–1083 (2009).
 6. L. Boyero, R. G. Pearson, C. Hui, M. O. Gessner, J. Pérez, M. A. Alexandrou, M. A. S. Graça, 
B. J. Cardinale, R. J. Albariño, M. Arunachalam, L. A. Barmuta, A. J. Boulton, A. Bruder, 
M. Callisto, E. Chauvet, R. G. Death, D. Dudgeon, A. C. Encalada, V. Ferreira, R. Figueroa, 
A. S. Flecker, J. F. Gonçalves, J. Helson, T. Iwata, T. Jinggut, J. Mathooko, C. Mathuriau, 
C. M'Erimba, M. S. Moretti, C. M. Pringle, A. Ramírez, L. Ratnarajah, J. Rincon, C. M. Yule, 
Biotic and abiotic variables influencing plant litter breakdown in streams: A global study. 
Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 283, 20152664 (2016).
 7. J. Meave, M. Kellman, Maintenance of rain forest diversity in riparian forests of tropical 
savannas: Implications for species conservation during pleistocene drought. J. Biogeogr. 
21, 121–135 (1994).
 8. R. Pither, M. Kellman, Tree species diversity in small, tropical riparian forest fragments 
in Belize, Central America. Biodivers. Conserv. 11, 1623–1636 (2002).
 9. A. M. Tonin, J. F. Gonçalves Jr., P. Bambi, S. R. M. Couceiro, L. A. M. Feitoza, L. E. Fontana, 
N. Hamada, L. U. Hepp, V. G. Lezan-Kowalczuk, G. F. M. Leite, A. L. Lemes-Silva, L. K. Lisboa, 
R. C. Loureiro, R. T. Martins, A. O. Medeiros, P. B. Morais, Y. Moretto, P. C. A. Oliveria, 
E. B. Pereira, L. P. Ferreira, J. Pérez, M. M. Petrucio, D. F. Reis, R. S. Rezende, N. Roque, 
L. E. P. Santos, A. E. Siegloch, G. Tonello, L. Boyero, Plant litter dynamics in the forest-
stream interface: Precipitation is a major control across tropical biomes. Sci. Rep. 7, 10799 
(2017).
 10. S. Sakai, Phenological diversity in tropical forests. Popul. Ecol. 43, 77–86 (2001).
 11. D. P. Vázquez, R. D. Stevens, The latitudinal gradient in niche breadth: Concepts 
and evidence. Am. Nat. 164, E1–E19 (2004).
 12. M. Bastian, L. Boyero, B. R. Jackes, R. G. Pearson, Leaf litter diversity and shredder 
preferences in an Australian tropical rain-forest stream. J. Trop. Ecol. 23, 219–229 (2007).
 13. J. F. Gonçalves Jr., M. Callisto, Organic-matter dynamics in the riparian zone of a tropical 
headwater stream in Southern Brasil. Aquat. Bot. 109, 8–13 (2013).
 14. L. Boyero, M. A. S. Graça, A. M. Tonin, J. Pérez, A. J. Swafford, V. Ferreira, A. Landeira-Dabarca, 
M. A. Alexandrou, M. O. Gessner, B. G. McKie, R. J. Albariño, L. A. Barmuta, M. Callisto, 
J. Chará, E. Chauvet, C. Colón-Gaud, D. Dudgeon, A. C. Encalada, R. Figueroa, A. S. Flecker, 
T. Fleituch, A. Frainer, J. F. Gonçalves Jr., J. E. Helson, T. Iwata, J. Mathooko, C. M’Erimba, 
C. M. Pringle, A. Ramírez, C. M. Swan, C. M. Yule, R. G. Pearson, Riparian plant litter quality 
increases with latitude. Sci. Rep. 7, 10562 (2017).
 15. L. Boyero, R. G. Pearson, D. Dudgeon, V. Ferreira, M. A. S. Graça, M. O. Gessner, A. J. Boulton, 
E. Chauvet, C. M. Yule, R. J. Albariño, A. Ramírez, J. E. Helson, M. Callisto, M. Arunachalam, 
J. Chará, R. Figueroa, J. M. Mathooko, J. F. Gonçalves Jr., M. S. Moretti, A. M. Chará-Serna, 
J. N. Davies, A. Encalada, S. Lamothe, L. M. Buria, J. Castela, A. Cornejo, A. O. Y. Li, 
C. M'Erimba, V. D. Villanueva, M. del Carmen Zúñiga, C. M. Swan, L. A. Barmuta, Global 
patterns of stream detritivore distribution: Implications for biodiversity loss in changing 
climates. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 21, 134–141 (2012).
 16. K. Cheshire, L. Boyero, R. G. Pearson, Food webs in tropical Australian streams: Shredders 
are not scarce. Freshwater Biol. 50, 748–769 (2005).
 17. J. S. Lefcheck, M. A. Whalen, T. M. Davenport, J. P. Stone, J. E. Duffy, Physiological effects 
of diet mixing on consumer fitness: A meta-analysis. Ecology 94, 565–572 (2013).
 18. E. Cruz-Rivera, M. E. Hay, The effects of diet mixing on consumer fitness: Macroalgae, 
epiphytes, and animal matter as food for marine amphipods. Oecologia 123, 252–264 
(2000).
 19. E. L. Charnov, Optimal foraging, the marginal value theorem. Theor. Popul. Biol. 9, 
129–136 (1976).
 20. P. A. Hambäck, G. Englund, Patch area, population density and the scaling of migration 
rates: The resource concentration hypothesis revisited. Ecol. Lett. 8, 1057–1065 (2005).
 21. D. S. Srivastava, M. W. Cadotte, A. A. MacDonald, R. G. Marushia, N. Mirotchnick, 
Phylogenetic diversity and the functioning of ecosystems. Ecol. Lett. 15, 637–648 
(2012).
 22. M. W. Cadotte, J. Cavender-Bares, D. Tilman, T. H. Oakley, Using phylogenetic, functional 
and trait diversity to understand patterns of plant community productivity. PLOS ONE 4, 
e5695 (2009).
 23. N. G. Swenson, The assembly of tropical tree communities—The advances and shortcomings 
of phylogenetic and functional trait analyses. Ecography 36, 264–276 (2013).
 24. D. F. B. Flynn, N. Mirotchnick, M. Jain, M. I. Palmer, S. Naeem, Functional and phylogenetic 
diversity as predictors of biodiversity-ecosystem-function relationships. Ecology 92, 
1573–1581 (2011).
 25. C. J. LeRoy, A. L. Hipp, K. Lueders, J. J. Follstad Shah, J. S. Kominoski, M. Ardón, W. K. Dodds, 
M. O. Gessner, N. A. Griffiths, A. Lecerf, D. W. P. Manning, R. L. Sinsabaugh, J. R. Webster, 
Plant phylogenetic history explains in-stream decomposition at a global scale. J. Ecol. 
108, 17–35 (2019).
 26. F. Barlochër, Leaf mass loss estimated by the litter bag technique, in Methods to Study 
Litter Decomposition: A Practical Guide, F. Barlochër, M. O. Gessner, M. A. S. Graça, Eds. 
(Springer, ed. 2, 2020), pp. 43–52.
 27. A. Frainer, J. Jabiol, M. O. Gessner, A. Bruder, E. Chauvet, B. G. McKie, Stoichiometric 
imbalances between detritus and detritivores are related to shifts in ecosystem 









Boyero et al., Sci. Adv. 2021; 7 : eabe7860     26 March 2021
S C I E N C E  A D V A N C E S  |  R E S E A R C H  A R T I C L E
7 of 7
 28. P. García-Palacios, B. G. McKie, I. T. Handa, A. Frainer, S. Hättenschwiler, The importance 
of litter traits and decomposers for litter decomposition: A comparison of aquatic 
and terrestrial ecosystems within and across biomes. Funct. Ecol. 30, 819–829 (2016).
 29. S. A. Grubbs, K. W. Cummins, Processing and macroinvertebrate colonization of black 
cherry (Prunus serotina) leaves in two streams differing in summer biota, thermal regime 
and riparian vegetation. Am. Midl. Nat. 132, 284–293 (1994).
 30. J. C. Marks, Revisiting the fates of dead leaves that fall into streams. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. 
Syst. 50, 547–568 (2019).
 31. V. Ferreira, A. C. Encalada, M. A. S. Graça, Effects of litter diversity on decomposition 
and biological colonization of submerged litter in temperate and tropical streams. 
Freshwat. Sci. 31, 945–962 (2012).
 32. D. M. Olson, E. Dinerstein, E. D. Wikramanayake, N. D. Burgess, G. V. N. Powell, 
E. C. Underwood, J. A. D’amico, I. Itoua, H. E. Strand, J. C. Morrison, C. J. Loucks, T. F. Allnutt, 
T. H. Ricketts, Y. Kura, J. F. Lamoreux, W. W. Wettengel, P. Hedao, K. R. Kassem, Terrestrial 
ecoregions of the world: A new map of life on earth. Bioscience 51, 933–938 (2001).
 33. S. D. Tiegs, D. M. Costello, M. W. Isken, G. Woodward, P. B. Mc Intyre, M. O. Gessner, 
E. Chauvet, N. A. Griffiths, A. S. Flecker, V. Acuña, R. Albariño, D. C. Allen, C. Alonso, 
P. Andino, C. Arango, J. Aroviita, M. V. M. Barbosa, L. A. Barmuta, C. V. Baxter, T. D. C. Bell, 
B. Bellinger, L. Boyero, L. E. Brown, A. Bruder, D. A. Bruesewitz, F. J. Burdon, M. Callisto, 
C. Canhoto, K. A. Capps, M. M. Castillo, J. Clapcott, F. Colas, C. Colón-Gaud, J. Cornut, 
V. Crespo-Pérez, W. F. Cross, J. M. Culp, M. Danger, O. Dangles, E. de Eyto, A. M. Derry, 
V. D. Villanueva, M. M. Douglas, A. Elosegi, A. C. Encalada, S. Entrekin, R. Espinosa, 
D. Ethaiya, V. Ferreira, C. Ferriol, K. M. Flanagan, T. Fleituch, J. J. Follstad Shah, A. Frainer, 
N. Friberg, P. C. Frost, E. A. Garcia, L. G. Lago, P. E. G. Soto, S. Ghate, D. P. Giling, A. Gilmer, 
J. F. Gonçalves Jr., R. K. Gonzales, M. A. S. Graça, M. Grace, H.-P. Grossart, F. Guérold, 
V. Gulis, L. U. Hepp, S. Higgins, T. Hishi, J. Huddart, J. Hudson, S. Imberger,  
C. Iñiguez-Armijos, T. Iwata, D. J. Janetski, E. Jennings, A. E. Kirkwood, A. A. Koning, 
S. Kosten, K. A. Kuehn, H. Laudon, P. R. Leavitt, A. L. Lemes da Silva, S. J. Leroux, 
C. J. Le Roy, P. J. Lisi, R. M. Kenzie, A. M. Marcarelli, F. O. Masese, B. G. Mc Kie, 
A. O. Medeiros, K. Meissner, M. Miliša, S. Mishra, Y. Miyake, A. Moerke, S. Mombrikotb, 
R. Mooney, T. Moulton, T. Muotka, J. N. Negishi, V. Neres-Lima, M. L. Nieminen, 
J. Nimptsch, J. Ondruch, R. Paavola, I. Pardo, C. J. Patrick, E. T. H. M. Peeters, J. Pozo, 
C. Pringle, A. Prussian, E. Quenta, A. Quesada, B. Reid, J. S. Richardson, A. Rigosi, J. Rincón, 
G. Rîşnoveanu, C. T. Robinson, L. Rodríguez-Gallego, T. V. Royer, J. A. Rusak, 
A. C. Santamans, G. B. Selmeczy, G. Simiyu, A. Skuja, J. Smykla, K. R. Sridhar, R. Sponseller, 
A. Stoler, C. M. Swan, D. Szlag, F. T.-d. Mello, J. D. Tonkin, S. Uusheimo, A. M. Veach, 
S. Vilbaste, L. B. M. Vought, C.-P. Wang, J. R. Webster, P. B. Wilson, S. Woelfl, 
M. A. Xenopoulos, A. G. Yates, C. Yoshimura, C. M. Yule, Y. X. Zhang, J. A. Zwart, Global 
patterns and drivers of ecosystem functioning in rivers and riparian zones. Sci. Adv. 5, 
eaav0486 (2019).
 34. J. J. Follstad Shah, J. S. Kominoski, M. Ardón, W. K. Dodds, M. O. Gessner, N. A. Griffiths, 
C. P. Hawkins, S. L. Johnson, A. Lecerf, C. J. Le Roy, D. W. P. Manning, A. D. Rosemond, 
R. L. Sinsabaugh, C. M. Swan, J. R. Webster, L. H. Zeglin, Global synthesis 
of the temperature sensitivity of leaf litter breakdown in streams and rivers. Glob. Chang. 
Biol. 23, 3064–3075 (2017).
 35. M. O. Gessner, C. M. Swan, C. K. Dang, B. G. McKie, R. D. Bardgett, D. H. Wall, S. Hättenschwiler, 
Diversity meets decomposition. Trends Ecol. Evol. 25, 372–380 (2010).
 36. N. López-Rojo, J. Pérez, J. Pozo, A. Basaguren, U. Apodaka-Etxebarria, F. Correa-Araneda, 
L. Boyero, Shifts in key leaf litter traits can predict effects of plant diversity loss 
on decomposition in streams. Ecosystems, (2020).
 37. R. Dirzo, P. H. Raven, Global state of biodiversity and loss. Annu. Rev. Env. Resour. 28, 
137–167 (2003).
 38. L. Boyero, R. G. Pearson, D. Dudgeon, M. A. S. Graça, M. O. Gessner, R. J. Albariño, 
V. Ferreira, C. M. Yule, A. J. Boulton, M. Arunachalam, M. Callisto, E. Chauvet, A. Ramírez, 
J. Chará, M. S. Moretti, J. F. Gonçalves Jr., J. E. Helson, A. M. Chará-Serna, A. C. Encalada, 
J. N. Davies, S. Lamothe, A. Cornejo, A. O. Y. Li, L. M. Buria, V. D. Villanueva, M. C. Zúñiga, 
C. M. Pringle, Global distribution of a key trophic guild contrasts with common latitudinal 
diversity patterns. Ecology 92, 1839–1848 (2011).
 39. J. Pozo, A. Basaguren, A. Elósegui, J. Molinero, E. Fabre, E. Chauvet, Afforestation 
with Eucalyptus globulus and leaf litter decomposition in streams of northern Spain. 
Hydrobiologia 373, 101–109 (1998).
 40. E. P. Axelsson, J. Hjältén, C. J. LeRoy, R. Julkunen-Tiitto, A. Wennström, G. Pilate, Can leaf 
litter from genetically modified trees affect aquatic ecosystems? Ecosystems 13, 
1049–1059 (2010).
 41. V. Ferreira, J. Koricheva, J. Pozo, M. A. S. Graça, A meta-analysis on the effects of changes 
in the composition of native forests on litter decomposition in streams. For. Ecol. Manage. 
364, 27–38 (2016).
 42. E. Ayres, H. Steltzer, B. L. Simmons, R. T. Simpson, J. M. Steinweg, M. D. Wallenstein, 
N. Mellor, W. J. Parton, J. C. Moore, D. H. Wall, Home-field advantage accelerates leaf litter 
decomposition in forests. Soil Biol. Biochem. 41, 606–610 (2009).
 43. E. Fenoy, J. J. Casas, M. Díaz-López, J. Rubio, J. L. Guil-Guerrero, F. J. Moyano-López, 
Temperature and substrate chemistry as major drivers of interregional variability of leaf 
microbial decomposition and cellulolytic activity in headwater streams. FEMS Microbiol. 
Ecol. 92, fiw169 (2016).
 44. V. Fugère, E. Lostchuck, L. J. Chapman, Litter decomposition in Afrotropical streams: 
Effects of land use, home-field advantage, and terrestrial herbivory. Freshwat. Sci., 
497–507 (2020).
 45. A. F. Zuur, E. N. Ieno, N. Walker, A. A. Saveliev, G. M. Smith, Mixed Effects Models and 
Extensions in Ecology with R (Springer, 2009).
 46. J. C. Pinheiro, D. M. Bates, S. DebRoy, D. Sarkar, R. C. Team, nlme: Linear and Nonlinear 
Mixed Effects Models. R package version 3.1–151. URL: CRAN.R-project.org/
package=nlme (2020).
 47. E. N. Ieno, A. F. Zuur, Beginner's Guide to Data Exploration and Visualisation with R  
(2015).
 48. S. E. Fick, R. J. Hijmans, WorldClim 2: New 1–km spatial resolution climate surfaces 
for global land areas. Int. J. Climatol. 37, 4302–4315 (2017).
Acknowledgments: We thank the many researchers, students, and technicians who helped 
with research in different regions (S. Andrade, U. Apodaka, K. Barragán, A. J. Boulton, 
G. Diedericks, R. Roßberg, J. Rodger, M. Sachtleben, A. Tapia, A. Villarreal, V. Villarreal, and 
others) and A. J. Swafford for constructing the angiosperm phylogenetic tree that was used to 
calculate phylogenetic distances. Funding: This study was part of the DecoDiv project 
conducted by the GLoBE network (www.globenetwork.es), which is coordinated by L.B. Most 
research was based on crowdfunding (details on specific funding sources at each region are 
given in the Supplementary Materials). Project coordination was funded by Basque 
Government funds (ref. IT951-16) to the Stream Ecology Group (UPV/EHU, Spain). Litter trait 
analyses were funded by the 2014–2020 Operational Programme FEDER Andalusia, Spain (ref. 
UAL18-RNM-B006-B to J.J.C.) and the Portuguese Science Foundation, Portugal (ref. 
UIDB/04292/2020 to MARE). Author contributions: The study was designed and coordinated 
by L.B., with help from R.G.P. (design), J. Pé. (design and coordination), and N.L.-R. 
(coordination). Litter was collected by L.B., J. Pé., N.L.-R., E.C., A.C.E., M.A.S.G., C.M., B.G.M., J. Po., 
A.R., and C.M.S. All authors (mostly listed alphabetically) conducted research. Data 
management and analysis was performed by L.B., J. Pé., N.L.-R., A.M.T., and F.C.-A. The 
manuscript was written by L.B. with significant contributions from J. Pé., N.L.-R., and R.G.P. and 
feedback from the other authors. Figures were made by J.B. Competing interests: The 
authors declare that they have no competing interests. Data and materials availability: All 
data needed to evaluate the conclusions in the paper are present in the paper and/or the 
Supplementary Materials. Additional data related to this paper may be requested from the 
authors.
Submitted 14 September 2020
Accepted 5 February 2021
Published 26 March 2021
10.1126/sciadv.abe7860
Citation: L. Boyero, J. Pérez, N. López-Rojo, A. M. Tonin, F. Correa-Araneda, R. G. Pearson, J. Bosch, 
R. J. Albariño, S. Anbalagan, L. A. Barmuta, L. Beesley, F. J. Burdon, A. Caliman, M. Callisto, 
I. C. Campbell, B. J. Cardinale, J. J. Casas, A. M. Chará-Serna, S. Ciapała, E. Chauvet, C. Colón-Gaud, 
A. Cornejo, A. M. Davis, M. Degebrodt, E. S. Dias, M. E. Díaz, M. M. Douglas, A. Elosegi, A. C. Encalada, 
E. de Eyto, R. Figueroa, A. S. Flecker, T. Fleituch, A. Frainer, J. S. França, E. A. García, G. García, 
P. García, M. O. Gessner, P. S. Giller, J. E. Gómez, S. Gómez, J. F. Gonçalves Jr., M. A. S. Graça, 
R. O. Hall Jr., N. Hamada, L. U. Hepp, C. Hui, D. Imazawa, T. Iwata, E. S. A. Junior, S. Kariuki, 
A. Landeira-Dabarca, M. Leal, K. Lehosmaa, C. M’Erimba, R. Marchant, R. T. Martins, F. O. Masese, 
M. Camden, B. G. McKie, A. O. Medeiros, J. A. Middleton, T. Muotka, J. N. Negishi, J. Pozo, 
A. Ramírez, R. S. Rezende, J. S. Richardson, J. Rincón, J. Rubio-Ríos, C. Serrano, A. R. Shaffer, F. Sheldon, 
C. M. Swan, N. S. D. Tenkiano, S. D. Tiegs, J. R. Tolod, M. Vernasky, A. Watson, M. J. Yegon, C. M. 










Latitude dictates plant diversity effects on instream decomposition
Tenkiano, Scott D. Tiegs, Janine R. Tolod, Michael Vernasky, Anne Watson, Mourine J. Yegon and Catherine M. Yule
José Rincón, Juan Rubio-Ríos, Claudia Serrano, Angela R. Shaffer, Fran Sheldon, Christopher M. Swan, Nathalie S. D.
Jen A. Middleton, Timo Muotka, Junjiro N. Negishi, Jesús Pozo, Alonso Ramírez, Renan S. Rezende, John S. Richardson, 
M'Erimba, Richard Marchant, Renato T. Martins, Frank O. Masese, Megan Camden, Brendan G. McKie, Adriana O. Medeiros,
Tomoya Iwata, Edson S. A. Junior, Samuel Kariuki, Andrea Landeira-Dabarca, María Leal, Kaisa Lehosmaa, Charles 
Jose F. Gonçalves, Jr., Manuel A. S. Graça, Robert O. Hall, Jr., Neusa Hamada, Luiz U. Hepp, Cang Hui, Daichi Imazawa,
S. França, Erica A. García, Gabriela García, Pavel García, Mark O. Gessner, Paul S. Giller, Jesús E. Gómez, Sergio Gómez, 
JulianaElosegi, Andrea C. Encalada, Elvira de Eyto, Ricardo Figueroa, Alexander S. Flecker, Tadeusz Fleituch, André Frainer, 
ArturoColón-Gaud, Aydeé Cornejo, Aaron M. Davis, Monika Degebrodt, Emerson S. Dias, María E. Díaz, Michael M. Douglas, 
Callisto, Ian C. Campbell, Bradley J. Cardinale, J. Jesús Casas, Ana M. Chará-Serna, Szymon Ciapala, Eric Chauvet, Checo
Ricardo J. Albariño, Sankarappan Anbalagan, Leon A. Barmuta, Leah Beesley, Francis J. Burdon, Adriano Caliman, Marcos 
Luz Boyero, Javier Pérez, Naiara López-Rojo, Alan M. Tonin, Francisco Correa-Araneda, Richard G. Pearson, Jaime Bosch,
DOI: 10.1126/sciadv.abe7860






This article cites 42 articles, 3 of which you can access for free
PERMISSIONS http://www.sciencemag.org/help/reprints-and-permissions
Terms of ServiceUse of this article is subject to the 
 is a registered trademark of AAAS.Science AdvancesYork Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20005. The title 
(ISSN 2375-2548) is published by the American Association for the Advancement of Science, 1200 NewScience Advances 
License 4.0 (CC BY-NC).
Science. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. Distributed under a Creative Commons Attribution NonCommercial 
Copyright © 2021 The Authors, some rights reserved; exclusive licensee American Association for the Advancement of
 on A
pril 23, 2021
http://advances.sciencem
ag.org/
D
ow
nloaded from
 
